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%ESTﬁiéT :
: The major purpose of the three stud1es reported here

was to znvestxgate possible differences in agreement/d1sagreement

with attitude statements as a function of. their type (with' regard to
positivity/negativity) and personalism. In ‘the first study,-90 .
students completad scales on energy. conservation and on having good

study habits:. Agreement var1ed'cons1derab1y as a function pf item

type; but the rank order of agreement ratings was not comsistent
across the persona11sm factor. In the second study, 100 students
completed scales on energy conservation and ch regular exercise.
Agreement varyied considerably 3cross item type, and -the rank order of

mean agreément was very consistent over the personal1sm factor. In

the third study, 80 students completed scales on: el ergy conservation

and on, regular exerc1se. The f1nd1ngs resembied those of the second

- consistent evidence that peopie g:ve more éxtreme ratings to

"negative” thanm to "positive" items. Item personalism had no

cons1steﬁt effect on agreement ratings. (BW) - - ' ‘
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Eackpround ) o I ’
Constructirg scales’ 5@ measure se}f-reported éttitudes and other-
- dispositions is a task frequent}y facgd by social researﬂhers. Al- |
_though many techniques are available for refining scales; there is -
ittle. guidance for perhaps the.most difficult stage of test con-
) struction == writing the items.  This paper presepts a theoretically
based. gystem for writing attitude scale items, and. reports the re-
sults of three experiments on some of the psychometrie.properties

of items wrltten accordine to the systems o :
_Attitudes are sometlmes conceptually,deflned and mostoftg%opera~.

" tionally defined as thé totality.of beliefs about an. dttitude ob-

Jects - Trobably the most common type of "belief- statement" used to
measure attitudes is one which has thrée edmponentg: (1) .the at- 7
.titude object which:is (2) linked i some way to (3) an. attribute /

Oor -corisequence: that has evaiuatlve implications: 1In the simplest :
case; these three components can eﬁch be expressed in '"pogitive" O
or "negative! terms; this yields 27 or e1ght”bas1cally dlfferent o
types of statements (see accompanying tébie) -

Acoording to extensions of ﬂelder s balance theory, a statement
fQE,thQh the product of the "s&gns" of-its tHree componerits is
positive, is a balanced statement that says something positive

about the attitude object. Wwhen the product is ne?ative, the

,statement is imbalanced and says something negative ‘4bout the-

objects” - EZxtensions of balance theory as well as emplrical work

on social  judement suggest that icertain psycholopical responses

such as apreement/disagreemént with .a statemént may be affectéd

by its 'structure. CGther lines of research on social perception .

“ imply that positive and nepative ‘affegtive peactions are not . .

stmetrical For example, a perspn who has a bad trait may be
"seen_ds more'bad" than a person who has a good trait is seen as
"good " -- even if the bad and sood traits are antonyms. A P o

Still other derivations from balance theory sugegest that’ statements Ol

"about objects that are personalized (e.g., by -includine personal

. ‘pronouns) might be judred:differently tham otherwise similar but

;impersonal statements. 4An inspection of 25 attitude scales in the ,

~ public ‘domain revealed that none- contained all personal items; and
. 16 contained all impersonal items.::In the nine remaining cases
containing a mixture of both there were ‘too, few personal Items

" to draw any comparisons, e, p.,febout differenCes in judged favor- -

O

27' ability. The same inspection of ex1st1na scales also revealed

- that item types 1 and 2 (ses accompanying table) are the most
- frequeritly used; . the ‘other six possible types are rather,rare. -

A The -major. purpOSe of the three studles reported here was to. ln-
., Vvestipate possible differerices- in agreement/dlsagreement with

attitude statéments as a funétion of their type (partlcularly

“ with remard to pos1tiv1ty/negativ1ty) and peirrsonalism,. “As._ a set,
" the studies were designed to also determine if-+any such effectsmw

~

‘dependedron haV1ng scales that are homoreneous with respect to
personallsm and on- controlllng for the meaning of the attrlbutes.
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Exampies'of the Eight Types‘bf Statements

in Personal and impersonal Forms

B :»( .
. —lp-‘Trié ’ 8 . ’ . . '
Objeét L1nk Attribute -' i B c
1. + + + P: My engagingfin regular exercigg-would lead B
- - me ¢o living longer. _/
- I: Engaping in- regular exercise 1eads to™
’ vl¥ving longer. ,
2.0 + 7 + - = P: My participating ir. a regular exercise
T . . ~ program would result in my being looked
ne AU - down upon by others. .
o I: Participating in a regular exercise
- e ‘program results in being looked down
I ' : upon by others,
3.. + - %GR\“Bf/hy exercising every ‘day would stand in.
5 ) . : o the way of making effective sise of my time.
I: Exercisinmg every day stands in. the way
. 7 of making effective use -of time. -
L, + - .- + ©P: My exercising regularly would .keep mé frOm
o © Y 7 getting heart disease, - . :
S .. 'I. Exercising regularly keeps people from
. . getting heart-‘disease. '
5. = ° % . %. ' P: My avoiding daily exeircise would bring
C - ~ about & good state of health- for me.
: - It Av01d1ng daily exercise brings about a
7 _ good state of health. , , -
6. - ° 4+ - P: My lack of exercise would- cause me to
C S _  be_overweights. A
: R I: A lack of- exereise causes being over-
) . o, - weight, : R L '
7. = - o+ P: Without regular exer01se, I .would lose’
: - my ability to relax. =~ -
I:' Without regular exercise,_one loseS'the
' ' _ ability to relax; -
‘8. = . - = - P: I could prevent being 1rr1tab1e by my
. : : T - not having to exercise on a regular basis: -

T - + I: People can prevent being irritable by
: not having to exercise‘On;a regular basis.

. s - N
) \'~ - N 1
- .

Note: The plus and minus signs indicate whether the attitude

object,fygrbal ‘linkage and’ evaluative attribute are construed

in pbdsitive or negative terms, regardless of where they appear

- Im a statement. S : v
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Study 1. Ninety;students completed two 32—1tem scales, one on
- energy conservation.and one on having good study habits. Edch

scale contained twosgets -of 16 items (one personal and one imper—

sonal item of each type) in random order. The attributes were
different for each item: : '

. Mean Agreement Ratings*

Item Conserving Energy - study. Habits
Type : Pers. _ Impers. " Pers. Impers. -,.
¢ 1 4,96 k.89 . b.46 4,83 .
2 5.37 O B3, 483 b,72 '
.3 5.32 5.2 % huse - 299
. k. 337 . 408 379 0 a3 L
5  L4.49 5.49 3.72 . 5.29 [ )
6 -5.43 L.67 ; .60 - 3.08 :
7 3.67 W81 0 v 3061 4l g
‘8 452 07 403 5,13 ¢ 303

kil

Agreement varied’ considerabiy as a«function of 1tem ype,; but the

rank order of agreement ratings was not consistent acyoss the

personalism factor;, ie:; the personal items receiving ‘nigher:
ratings were not the same as the impersonal items that'‘received
higher ratings. However, in general, the four "negative" item
types (2, 3, 5, and 8) obtained somewhat more extreme ratings

- than did the four "rositive" item types (r, &4, 6 and 7). .
'nPersonai items ‘obtained slightly higher ratings than 5mpersona1

ones on.the study.habits issue, but for energy conservation:
there was no &ifference. =~ -

The interaction between item type and personalism was such that
personal items obtained somewhat more extreme ratings on some
Zpes (2, 3 6 and 8), but less extremé ratings on other types

5 and ? than 1mpersonal items. . K .
These patterns were. not fuliy cons1stent for both issues or for the

’I

*Agréément,r ings were ‘made on & 1 to ? scale; theoretxcaliv
negative itelps were reverseé scored so that higher scores in-

dicate great favorability tewar& the attitude object for ail
itéms. . . N - ‘i
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energy eonservation an& the other on reguiar exercise. anh scale
.oontaine& one item of eaoh of -the eight types an& for- aJparticu-g‘

which attribute appeared in a given typev Thus, in combining over
versions, attriblite content was "dontrolled" by counterbalancing.

Each respondént completed only & personal scale for one issue and

an impersonal scale for the. other, s0. each scale was rated by

12- to 14 people. o .. - ,
' Mean Agreement ' ‘Ratings*’

Gonserv1ng Energy « Regular Exercise
- Pers. Impers., 'Pers._ ' Impers. ;
1. 476 5.22 . . " 5.76 6.6 -
2. 5.45 5.55 5.98  6.35 T .
U3 5L . sd3 ) 5.88 5.7
4:  3:88 b2y 478 478 ) N
5. 5.53  6.12 - 6.16 . 6.07 ‘ oy
6. 4,02 4:53 . K12 .58 : Cot
7. 3.82 ¢ 4,10 4,63 ©  3.94
_8e  5.31 5:16 | '5:90. . ..5;2?; |

Agreement variea,con51derably across the eight item types, and

. the rank order of mean agreement was very consistent over _the

personulism factor for the various issues and scale versions, i.e.,.

the item types obtaining higher ratings for ~the personal items
also obtained higher ratings for the impersonal ones, .Items that

.8aid something negative about the attitude objects received more

‘extreme ratings than did the positive items although the size of .

this &iffereﬁce was not the -same for all issues and scale versions.

There was no overall effect of item personalism, ratings 87 per-
sonal items were slightly lower than impersonal ones on the energy
-issue; but for exercise the diffz2rence tended in the opposite ways

The interaction ‘between item type and personalism was such that

personal items received higher ratings than impergongl-ones for

some types (most consistently for types 3 and 8),,and less extreme

ratings . for other typez\(most consistently types 1, 2 and 6)°

These findings were noth fully consistent in size for all issues
. and’ scale versions. f . _ -

t
,

#*Agreenent ratings were made on al to?7 scale; theoretically

negative items were revérse scored so that-higher scores indicate
greater favorability .toward the attitude object for all itemso ,

o
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Study 3.,Eighty students completed two B-ltem scales,; one onfenergy

conservation and the other on regular exercise. Each scale con-

" . tained one item of each of the eight basis types; four of the

" items were .personal and four were impersonal. There were four

. verions of each scale for both issues created by counterbalancing

which attribute appeared: in.a given type and by counterbaiancing

-whether a given type of item was personal or impersonal. -Each

- respondent completed only one version of a scale on each issue,: %
. 80 - that each scale was rated by 20 people. ' : Cow

) Mean Agreement Ratinge* ,
Conserv1ng Energy Eégﬁlar Ekéréieé

.ot . Pers. Impers. - Pers. - Impers.
1. 4.55 . 4,28 . 5.92 -« . 6.10

: 2. 5.95 . 5.30 - 6.25 T 6.48 L ‘

" 3. 5.88° . '5.95 6.5 . 6.58 - .

4. b.Yo 502" 425 u 22

5. 5.02 ‘5,12 . . 645 6.30.
67350 w8 . o5 hed s
7. 3.85 ~3:55 4.28¢  4.30
CE -5?9'0 " 6.00 5.88 . édé :

"ank _order of mean agreement was very consistent over the personal-
ism factor as in Study 2. And, as in tﬁdies 1 and 2; negative
items obtained .much more extreme ratings than did positive ones.

- Personal items received somewhat lower ratings than impersonal

ones' for both issues, but this difference was only marginally

sitnifioant for exercise ‘and not significant:for energy. -

Item type and personalism tended to interact in that personal 7
items obtained somewhat higher ratings for some types (1, 2 and
7), but lower ratings for other types (3.4,.5, 6 and 8). This
interaction was significant*for cnergy but not exercise.

As in Studies Y1 and 2,’ significant interactions involving rep-
_lications or versions of a scale reveal tﬁat the effects of item

‘' form or degree. - - .

*Agreement yatings were made on a 1 to 7 sale; tﬁéérétiéaﬂy o

- . negative items were reverse segred so that higher scores. indicate °
= greater favorability toward th attitude object for all items.

2y
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General conclusions and implications St S
ihhen combined over the three studies, there is strong and con$is-

“tent. evidence that people give~more extreme ratings to "negatiwe" -
than to "positive" items. This difference avergges about 1.5 points

on a 7 point .scale:’ Further, it seems clear that not-gll positive

or all nerabive items are judred alike. . For example, in general .
type 1 items received higher ratings than type 7 ltems., heeping-

in mind that the -attitude objects;, as defined in thesé studies -
in their positive "states," were also socially desirable (e.F., ..;
conserving energy), and also noting that ‘whether one defines. an ob:
Ject ‘'or its opposite as “the object" is rather arbitrary, it fél-.
lows that future studies might produce a reversal of the present

findinegs ~-_especially with socially undesirable objects (e.gs; -
smoking). - Thus, the general principle may Be that it is not "posi- .
tive" .and "negatlive" items; per se; that differ .in the extremeness

- Oof the ratings they.elicit, but that we disagree more with dis~
agreeable statements then ‘we agres with agreeable onesi
Surprisingly, item personalism had no consistent effect on agree=

ment ratings regardless of .whether a scale contained only personal
or only impersonal items (Study 2) or a mixture of both (Studies .
*1l and 3): Among the many possible reasoBs for this Yack of effect

may be that some people "personalize' impersbonal statements or: .-
© '"depersonalize" the personal ones. In any event,- the personalism

-factor warrants further research,.e.g., on whether it affects

correlations of attitudes with other variables 'such as behavijor.

Personalism tendéd to interact with item type, although this effect ™

was not_very consistent or strong. Combining over the three studies

personally phrased items tended to receive more extreme ratings

‘than impersonal ones for threé of the four "nerative' types (2, 3. s
i and 8), while they recéived lower ratings for all the positive: types.

Ferhaps the aforementioned tendengy to disarree more with items one
 disaerees with than to aeree with!ftens one aprees with may be en-

hanced by ltem personalism because of ego involvement biases.

The procedure for counterbalancing attribute content sometimes-

Tresulted in statements that were comple¥, implausible’'or had: '
' other features that may.have affected apreement judements. This
accounts for 'the interaction effects of scale versions with item
type and 'pers#alis.. Thus, the specific content of an item, as
distinct from its structural features defined by balance theory, -

also influences how it is judeed. It should also ‘be nbted that
other types of statememts that do nbt fit neatly. into the present

typoloey might be quite legitiméte indicators of attitudes. Even
. 80, it is suggested that attitude scale contructors consider thg
wide possible variations in item structure and content provided by

the system and fimdings reported here when writing items. - i
The variety of statements that can be made-about objects has im- .

pldicatlons for other kinds of attitude research., For example; .* °_ °
in trying to "sell" an object, which df the four types of positive

. statements is more persuasive? ‘ie are currently investigating this
and related Questions. - : S ' .




